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The National Center

PR

Generating knowledge through research
Developing educational programs and prqducts :

Evaluating ‘indfvidual program needs and outcomes L - V

P ~

Providing information for national planning and policy

InstalIing educeticnal progrems end products
#

Operating informetion systems and services L.

Conducting’ leadership”development and training programs
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FOREWORD

I3

Provisions weére made in the Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94-482) for
atate—administered program improvement projects. During the 1978 and 1979

fiscal years,- 1,560 research, innovative and rexemplary; and curriculum

development projects -were conducted under this legislative provision.

Information ahout thazse projects liave been reported with réspect to location,

funding levels, funding recipients, educational levels, problem areas, and

outcomes: This summary report will be helpful to legislators, federal program

administrators, and state agency personnel by providing answers to questions .
such as: =

¢
I3

- o How many projects were conducted and how much money was obligated?

o ; How do states compare in the number and kind of projects conducted
and the amount of funds obligated?

o Are projects addressing critical problems.and issues?

o What is the relative emphasis on target audiences and problem

© areas? :
o What kinds of agencies and organizations are conducting the work’

Egiareipleased to disseminate this summary of state program improvement
projects so that it might be used for program planning and: policy development.

_We. Y§8§,§9 P??E?,F?? staff members of the state research coordinating
units_for this cooperation in aubmitting project descriptions. Ronald.D.

McCage, Manager, Research. and ﬁevelopment Section, Illinois State Department

State College, Millersviiie, Pennsytvania, and Donald K. Erickson, Director,

ERIC Clearinghouse for Handicapped and Gifted Children, Reston, Virginia

. served on the National Center Clearinghouse panel. ..
Recognition is given to Joel H. Magisos, Associate Director for Informa-

tion Systems; Wesley E. Budke, Clearinghouse Director; Ida Halasz-Salster,
Research Specialist; and Carl F. Oldsen; Research Specialist; for their part
in. assembling the information and preparing this publication. Appreciation
also is. ex expressed to Carroll Curtis, Pennsylvania RCU Director; and Fred :

» Haddad, Consultant, Connecticut State Department of Education, for their
critical review of the manuscript prior to its final revision and publication.

.

- Robert E. Taylor :
. Executive Director .
" .  The Nationdl Center for
- : Research in Vocational Education

)
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INTRODUCTION

\
¥

,,,The Vocational Education Act of 1963 (Pi:L. B-Zi;) was  the 1andmark

legisiation for vpcational education program improvement becaupse it contained
broad provisions for research, training, experimental,\and demonstration or.
pilot programs. Funding authorized under the legislatio" vas appropriated by

new careers. The subsequent Vocational Education Act of 1968
authorized support ‘of grants for research, training, exemplary P ”grams, and
curriculum development. Part of the research and exemplary programs was to be
administered nt the state level.

. Development (COVERD; 1976) was highly critical of the vocational educa
research and development program because of its apparent -lack of impact’ due to
shifting research priorities; geographic restriction on distribution of R&D
funds; lack -of coordination between parts’ inadequate ‘dissemination and
utilization, failure to_examine impact; and slow stamtup.,,COVERD,faulted
vocational education R&D for not focusing on the larger philosophical and
policy issues during the previous l0-year period. Other studies by Rand and
Developmeht Assoclates raised concerns about other aspects of the R&D program.

An_assessment by the Committee for Vocational Education Research. &ﬂﬂén
ti

The Education.Amendments of 1976 (P L. 94-482) responded to many of the
roncerns raised about vocational R&D. It provided for Programs.of National
-Significance to be administered at the federal level and fur Program o
Improvement and Suppor _Services to . be administered at the state level: The

and >

act encouraged consolidation. of programs, better management, and

'aceountabiiity.w The Rules and Regulations for the act required the. state

improvement, projects to The Natiormal GEnter for Research in Vocational

Education and to submit reports and products.resulting from the projects

within 90 days of completion of the project. The National Center, through its
Clearinghouse; publishes abstracts of program improvement projects in
Resources in Vocational Education bimonthly and in Current Projects in
Vocational Education annually; as well as maintains the information in 1its
files for review and analysis.

helpful to. practitioners, researchers, administrators, and policy makers.

Analysis of information in the databaoe can-provide answers - to’many program
development and policyﬂmaking questions.

. The first analysis of this database is reported here. It provides summary
data about projects conducted in the stdtes and their focus. It provides’
information. about where projects were conducted, by whom, for what purpose,
and with what results. This report does not deal with qualitative. and
programmatic dimensions of state program improvement projects, nor with:

- impact. These dimensions need further investigation'which can. be faciliCated
by the database.

»



METHODOLOGY |
«

The database of state—administered program improvement projects ha° been 4

\

compiled from descriptive abstracts provided by state research coordinating

ynits. The abstracts served as the data source for the review and analysis

conducted by the Clearinghouse staff. The basic steps taken by the staff are

described below:

. Abstracts were reviewed by ClearinghOuse staff to make sure that all

bibliographic and funding information was complete.” If some

- , S

2. Lists of prOJects were compiled and sent to research coordinating unit

directors for verification.

3

3.. Key’variables were edited and indexed in the ERIC format . -

4. Kéy variables were coded for computer analysis (i.e., state, fiscal

year;, legislative section number; project beginning and ending dates,

amount of funding; recipient institution, legislative and federal

priorities addressed, educational level, target population vocational
service area, and products or outcomes)
5. Data were sorted and tabulated using the Statistical Pac%;ge for the
Social Sciences (SPSS). .
e
6. Data were aggregated for display in the six tables in-the Findings

section.

K

o

7. Data in the. tables were dgscribed and analyzed for conclusions,

> - -

implications, and recommendations.

The methodology used can be replicated in subsequent ’years as moreé data become
available.

v
X
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FINDINGS

program improvement project abstracts supplied by state research coordinating

units. It 1s believed’ that the data is relativeiy compiete (i.e., in excess:

'complete by research coordinating units who administer the program improvement
. activities. The data listed below were chosen for attention in this report:

1. State program improvement projects by state in Table I.
2. State program improvement projects by legislativé section in Tablé II.
3. Reci-pie’nt’é; of project funding in Table Iil.

T

5. Problem areas addressed by projects in Table V.
6. Prodicts ‘and outcomes of ptojécts in Table VI.

The number and funding amounts of proaects are displayed by state and
Iegislative section in Appendix A.

' Tabie 1 shows the number of vocational education program 1mprovement

projects_and §eder§;7fnndsiob;;gated for projects in each of the states and

territories under provisions of Sections 131; 132 and 133 of P. L. 94~ 482
during FY 1978 and 1979: : ’ .

-

l. For the two year period, states and territories reported 1,560 program
1mprovement projects for which $39,205;436 was obiigated.

2. The number of program improvement proJects ranged from two in New

Hampshire to 134 in Illinois; however, only one territory reported a
project. -

3. Obligations for _program 1mprovement during the two years ranged from
§20 125 in New Hampshire to $4; 946 973 in Texas.

4, The average. funding for projects was $25 132 with.a range of $4 882
in North Dakota to §$78, 818 in the District of Columbia.

5. Funding isvel for 1ndi;v1dual projects ranged from $366 to $649,960.

- . LY ‘
r S 3
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. . . . TABLE I . ,
FY 1978 and FY 1979 STATE' PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
- BY STATE

State or Number of Obligated
Territory — Projects - Funds

Alabama 10 - 138,701
Alaska - 10 83,714
» Arizona 3t 376 176
Arkansas 19 460,196
California- 54 . 2,767,715

Colorado 14 ' 292,183
Comninecticiit ' 26 ‘ B 279,196
Delaware - . . S -61;977
District of Columbia -4 ' - 3155273
Florida 50 - 159115998

Georgia 12 ) 628,278
Hawaii 6 ) 41,910
Idaho _ ' 22 207,244
Iilinois 134 4,250,485
Indiana 47 1,543,262

Iowa. 47 842,121
K4nsas ) 31 317,366
Kentucky : . 21 430,491
Louisiana ; 14 318,032
Maine ) . "3 | 48,374

Maryland . ) 65 ' 787,463
Massachusetts 14 : 961,228
Michigan ' 11 . 865,250
Miniesotd : 36 824,005
Mississippi : 10 ' 622,475

Missouri 20 . 155,327
* Montana : 16 195,701
Nebraska : 4 e ' 54,621
Nevada . & 8 : , 112,998

New Hampshire . 2 ' - 20,1286

New Jersey 47 | 827,387
.- New Mexico L 14 518,660
s Mew York , 91 3,069,511
North Carolina 7 : 198,526
North Dakota 29 141,573

"

'

Q.




TABLE ¥. continued

- = ’

State or Vumber of ob;;ggged ,
Territory * Projects Fonds: .
Ohio . 79 ' 2,502,339
Oklahoma - .8 _ 75,055
. Oregon_ ) - 37 _ 427,573
»Pennsylvania ‘ . 123 o . 2;007;993
Rhode Island 9 : 62;966
. j ﬁ S B
South,c§rg;;na 3 . 65, 295
South Dakota ° 4 . : 253,000 .
Tennessee 7 29 ) 717,333 .
Texas - 95 ‘ 4,946,973
Utah - -4 : o 62,896 <
- /
Vermont 12 104,068
Virginia 54 - 1,399,483 -
Washington 31 - - 222,533
West Virginia 52 . 588,619
Wisconsin 59 847,099
Wyoming - a 26 167,210
Puerts Rico 1 s 94,528 7
TOTALS " 1,560 . 39,205,436

Table II shows the diptributioﬁ of projects and funds obligated across.the

program_improvement sections (i.e;:, research innovative and eXemplary, and -
curriculum d°velopm“nt§ N ~

1.

e

Overall program improvement funling was divided among sections

approximately equally; however,; several states chose to fund projects -
under only one or two of the three sections (Appendix A).

The 516 projects conducted under Section 131 (research) were funded at
an average of $25 507,

The . 577 nrojects conducted under Section 132 (innovative and
exeampiary) were funded at &n average of $23;558.

<, .

 The 467 projects conducted under Section 133 (curriculum development)

were funded at an average of $26,661.



5. _The average funding for state projects within each of the sections
(Appendix A) was extremely variable --
~ research projects ranged from $481 to $65;978
= innovative and exemplary projects ranged from $3,;011 to_ $171 691
- curriculum development projects ranged from $A85 to $335,662

N TABLE II .
FY 197 L1979 STATL PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
\ 'BY LEGISLATIVE.SECTION

tgg;;"dt}‘,’glsec:tion X T

under Subpart 3 Y Number of Obiigated

37 947482 Pro jects Fands

Section 131, Research /- 516 13,161,524
. Section 132 Innov'”i\" o : .

and Exemplary 577 13,593,187

Section 133, Curriculum - o

Development - < 467 . 2,450,725
» i . .

= ] _
TOTAL o 1,560 - 39,205,435

_—
o~

. Table III shows the recipients of project funding in several categories.

A1l funding amounts by category are rounded. f“rcentages shown are for the
amount oﬁ\funds, not for projects.

: &
1. 0ver 86 percent of the funding was for projects conducted by -

-

2. 'Four-year colleges and universities conducted 33 5 percent of the

: two—year colleges (13.4 pescent) and state education agencies (6.1

percent)
,/ L )

~ N R e 5
3. Non-educational agencies (i.e., research centers, private businesses,

¥ and professional associations) conducted projects which were snpportéd

with 8:6 percent of the funds- v : I

funded at an average of $60,;281, whicb wa3 over twice as large as- the

average size pro j%hc overall:

~ . - -
. .



Table III

RECIPIENTS OF PROJECT FUNDING
Trstitution ‘ " Nomber of Obiisated  Percent of
or_Agency : Projects Funds Funding
ﬁ-Year College/Universi £y N éﬁﬁ 13, 151 000 ;~ - 33.5
Local Educatio? Agency ) . 5?? ‘ ii,ibﬁ,ﬁbﬁ 28.6
.2-Year College (Jr. College/ -
+ Technical School/Community . S o
Coilege) , 287 5,248,000 13:4
State Education Agency .92 7. 2,406,000 6: 1 L
Research Center. ' 57 | 2,206,000 " 5.6
Intermediate Education Agency 32 ‘ 1,529,000 © 4.9
None/Informat iom Not Available 61 . 1,612,000 4.1
Private Business % 844,000 2.2
brofessional Association w 314,000 .8
Other 8 B THC R
TOTALS I;560 39;204,000* 10050

*Actual total is $39,205,436:00; difference due to rounding.

directed toward target educational leveis or combinations of educatidnai
levels. .
1. Thé focus of 44.1 percent of the program improvement projects was
upon secondary and postsecondary or postsecondary and adult
educational levels.

2. The focus of 38.9 percent of the ﬁork was upon iééé-théh—poétéehdn&éry_

secondary,.

3. Focus on educational levels was not applicable in 201 (16 9 percent)
. of the projects.



Lo . . R TABLE IV
.- TARGET EDUCATlGN‘tEVEbS

.

Educational . - Number of Obiigated .. Percent
Level A Projects * _ Funds A of Funding -
Secondary (7-12) 485 o 10,268,000 _ 26.2
Po;$secondary and Adylt S S B
(13_Adult) b - t‘bl 10,0207 ,000 S 25.6
Secondary and. Postsecondary - ‘ o C D
€10~ 14) ) . 260 7, 245 000 18.5
o ' hd . T v .
Not Applicable 7 201 ; 6,642,000 16:9
-Elementary and Secondary (k-12) 131 . 5;%?8;Qﬁ6 ' . 1i.3
[ o o o . ) Y . 4
ElemehG) ° 21 576,000 1.4
- R - . e IR
TOTALS 1,560 , 39,206,000* . ¢ . 100.0
- - hl — i

+ *actual total is $39,205,436.00; 31f£éréa¢§ due to rounding.

1) - ) ' ~
- Table ¥ shows the problem areas addressed by tgeéutate-adminiatered voca-

tional.education program improvement.projects funded during FY 1978 and 1979,

The "Not Applicable" category is quite large because products such as: .-

technicail reports and monographs,; management and policy informationii;pd

’

consortiums and networks'were not directed at such levels.

l; Over 80 percent of the projects addressed problems relevant to federal
v administrative and legislative priorities. :

IR -
2;‘”The iat st pefcentage (32 4 percent) was in the area of curriculum .
(i.e., management, development) . .

S 3. A large percentage (16.2 percent) of ?rojects was related to sgecial
needs populations (i.e., handicapped, gifted, disadvantaged). ,

4. Planning, data, and accountability projects accounted for 10.1 percent
of the funding.

g - . .o
¢ ~ ’ -



' TABLE V

'PROBLEM AREAS ADDRESSED BY PROJECTSsa

— - ~ Tumber of . Obligated _ Percent of
- Problem Area. f —Projects . Funds  Funfing
. Curriculum Management/Curriculum - T
. Development Procedures 487 ~ 12;68?;060 <« 32.4 .
i None/lnformation Not Available © . 302 <« 7,156,000 1822 31
Special Needs (Handicapped, - o o S
Giftad, Disadvantaged) ..227 ° . " 6;353; 000 16.2 )
Planning, Data & Accountability 150 4,005, 000 10.1
1 . . SN - " ) ’ :
. Guidance for Careers/Vocations ~98 . -2,379,000  6al
Education to Work Tramsition 57 7 1,387,000 3:5
‘ Equity/Civil Righté o | 60 . 1,358,000 3:5
Other Federal Priority " 63 © 1,370,000 3
Adninistration,of,State/Local‘- s -
Vocational Education Agencias 33" . . 897,000 2.3
‘Basic Skills i 1 ' 642,000 1.6
,,,,,, i 4 N o
- Availability/Accessibility to Adults 232 R ) .517.,000 - 1.3
Urban/Rural/Youth ) o 27 - 453,000 . 1.2
o - — ——
TOTALS . 1;560 - 39,204,000 100:0 - .

U > T = ]

*Actual ‘total is $39,205,436.00; difference due to rounding:

. . < o : \ ;._;

" Table VI shows the nature of products and outcomes of the 1,560 vocational

" education program improvement projects administered'by the;&tates in FY 1978

and 1979, 7 , LR .

l; Curriculum and instructional products resulted from 534 or
percent of the projects. :

2

hi; Personnel training was the outcome of 545 or 14.3 percent of the°
: projects. - _ ce- ‘ 5
_ ' -
) 3. Evaluation and "ass é" ent was the outcomeé or product of 314 projects
(12. 8 percent) :
: - .
; y 9 .




¢ _ﬁ These three categories of products and outcomes promise to impact

« directly on programé and constitute 63.5 percent of the &
state~admin1stered program improvement investment.
a " oL
B : : . TABLE'VI
° ) . ”RGBUCTS ANB GUTCGMES OF PROjﬁCTS
Primary . Number‘of Obligated Percent, of
‘Product/Outcome ° Projects Funds __Fundihg
Curriculum and Instruceional o T o
Products - 534 14,281,000 - - 36=§
p Personnel Training (Inservice) 247 5 67i 000 14.3
“Evaluation and Assessment T214 > S, 625 000 12.8
Technical Reports and ﬁonographs 191 . 4,662,000 11:9
o Progr@migodeis and Feasibility . . S ¢
- Studies : . 176 ° 3,878,000 ;- 9.9
s ;/ ' -
Hénééément iﬁa‘Policy Informition ‘ 80 2,;515,000 6.4
 Information Not Available 35 1,133,000 2.9
Personnel Counseling . 38 - . 748,000 - * 1.9
Other P -t R S 495,000 - 1.37
Consortiums and Networks 3 ) 19 . 1519;000 1.1 .
:  Placement 18 " 435,000 C el
| ] TOTALS .. . . . 1,50  39,207,000% 100.0
- -~ S R
*Actual total is $39,205,436.00; difference due to rounding:
t , y e il
) G i . 5 ’ . -
; : <
R N - l
< - =
; . i *
< ) R -
S v » ,,;‘,,
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CONCLUSIONS. A

3

T Sevenal conclusions about the state program improvement ef fort can, be

drawn’ from the information coilected and organized by the Clearinghouse for FY
1978 and FY 1979.

1.

2.

8.

’

- R h .o
The” reporting sjstem is working. Informstion is flowing from the
state research coordinating units to the National Center Clearinghouse
on a regular basis. States have assured the Clearinghouse staff that

a1 projects under Sections 131, 132 and 133 have‘been reported.

peing obligated for support services than for program .

ovement. State program improvement projects funded under Sections
131,-132 and 133 represent $39,205,436'or 17.5 percent of the total
amoun; allocated to. the states fof pragram improvement and _support

ifces: It is surmised that 'the remaining 82.5 percent is being

gated fdr the support services specified in Sections-134, 135 and

»136 and possibly for the administration of the state research

coordinating -units when this is mnot reported as a project. States

researchl.innovative and exemplary, and curriculum development.

products. Individual states; however, are extremeiy variable in this
respect, some choosing to fund no projects in certain categories.

The amount oblggated for esach proje&t is. extremely Variable. There is
a wide range in project size within and between states. The average"
fundingoper project is $25 ’131. The range is from $366 to $669 960.

. States are b Agg;responsive—to—iederél:priorities. Over 80 peréent of -

the state program improvement projects were conducted in problem areas

related to federal administrative and legislative priorities.

State progra%%%mprovementlprojectsehave*focused on every educational -

level. Over percent of the state program improvement obligations .-

have been at postsecondary, adult:and eombined secbndary-postsecondary'

levels. Other projects have ‘focused on levels from kindergarten to

State pf@gg;ﬁ fmprovément projects are beiggfconductedlgxeeducetionel
agencies and institutions at every level. Only 13:4 percent of the

state ptagfan improvement funds go to projects done by other than

* educational ‘agencies. The largest suare of the work is-.being dome bv
" four-year_ colleges and universities (33.5 pecent); local educational

agencies (28.6 petcent),*and two-year colleges (13. 4 percent.)

a

' The greatest number of projécts have focused directly on improvement
.of instruction (i.e.; curriculum.and instruction projects; 534;

personnel training, 2475 and evaluation And assessment, 214).

. . R - : .

11 | s



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: " ;
Qhality, redundancy, and programmatic aspects of state program improvemenm
projects have not yet been examined. Also; there is need to examine how

_states are setting program imgruvement priorities; incorporating these into

comprehensive state plans; and following through with appropridte sequences of

‘'research, curriculup developmont,. demonstration, personnel development and

statewide 1mplementation.

.
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= -+ IMCLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The implications which can be drawn from the conclusions have bearing on
R&D policy developuient at federal and state levels, on decision making related
to R&D operations at both levels, and on practices at e:ery level.. The
recommendat ions which spring from the implications suggeét new or adJusted

policies, procedures, and practices. )

Implications -

_nThe reporting system; while working tould be more efficient and Lo
~7-effective. Not all projects nor all data elements for projects have:;
" been reéportéd. - Further, it has. taken repeated urging before some
states responded with submission of project abstracts.— .

« -
[l

no it SUPPOEL. servicesAanduadministrative~activities
" funded under P.L. 94-482. Currently,:states are not required to
submit information . about guidance, personnel aevelopment Or sex

equity actiyities ‘fanded under Sections 134, 135, and 136. This

2.

+

‘represents. approximately 82.5 pereent of all discretionary program

a

improﬁement and. support service activities in the states.

3. States report prggram improvement activities in fhree categories 3
. (i.e., research, innovative and exemplary,; and curriculum o
development); but there'is little difference in the design of . some/of
the prqjects assgghed to different categ;ries., Examination of project

unde- sach of the categories. State personnel may.rEgard integrity of

the categories as- unimportant or may be funding the proposals receéived

i each cateogry regardless of methodology because there are no other
’ Opt 10n3 o __"' 'Lf‘ . . il i(‘ :

: a Eerent—strategies—for program improvement as manifested

T ‘ inudiiferentuiundihg pattérns-and levels. Thé‘size .of projects and
the proportion of ‘projects in -each category ‘vary “considerably by
state.r It is apparent that many states have encouraged different
patterns and levels. & S, - R 5

't croble Se1 E!"‘ —

.

gggnifi

through diverhity,son the_othermhand;ftheaelindgpendent,decisionacmay
be.decreasing :the chance of prog;gmmatic approaches _and increasing
unplanned duplication. ,

°

-




1.

5.

- Recommendations

)

I "”ut—px )gram improvement projects: should be further
‘clarified and reinforcéd. The legislation and administrative-
regulations regarding submittal of project information should be

explicit, Responsibility for enforcement, of these regulations

should be assumed by the Federal agency. through information,

training, and sanctions (it necessary) L . R

.

project information.

- N F3 i

The project information (i e.iftracking) system should be expanded to

accommodate information about support service and.administrative 7
dectivities in the states. At the present only 17.5 percent of the -
program improvement and support service activity is reported.

: E ’ . L

-A study of the results (i.e., project outcomes and products) of

various.funding patterns and levéls would be useful, While some
states undoubtedly seek specific outcomes via certain patterns and

levels; others may be less rational. : -

\

The pianning of muiti-state;;mnltieyeargcooperativeeR&Dueﬁ£ortfon

- nationally.significant problems should be encouraged. The initial

planning undertaken ir late 1979 exemplifies this recommendation.

371 ;
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FY 1978- 1979 STATL'. ADMINISTERED BROGRAL IMPROVEMENT PROJEGTS

, Sec. 13} o ~Sec, 132 ' ;__Sec. 3.
‘ .__(Resea:ch)____--——(Exemplary ~ {Curriculun) T0TALS

N ow | Nosof . Nosof Nooof o Neoof
__ STATE ' Ptojects _Amount__ Projects—Amount Pro;ects Anount . _Projects _Amount
Mabme - . - - B0 1 0 W L300

9
Alzeka 11 S T/ A% (VI I AT
Atizona I 103;510 7 “i32”,602 13 140,064 3 3]6;126. '
Arkansas B O L (/S I 5 [T

- Californfa 0 1,319,567 12 558;3;4 ). 889,79 S 2,187,115

Colorado 5 0 WL 7 AN 2 &ME 14 %,
Connectfcut 18 113,06 1 125,976 Lo W18 6 1%
. Delavare -3 B® 5 am

District of Colmbia & 315,273 R - 315,213
' Plortds 7 L,0B6,6% 11 19,21 12 676,03 S0 190199

= Georgla b s - - b IR D2 48 -
Havaii - S 3 25,410 3 16; 3500 6 4L,
laho AV A VR 1 T S I 7 R VA | B 1
Ilinots LOL S L0800 67260 B 425,485
Indtans R B I )/ B R X 1 I 1,543;262
low 5w S @ 0 mw 9 s
Kansas SO VLT T T B B U RV T
Remtucky AN R VR /17 I -0 R0
Loulsians 7oL 5 k%1 STk - W 3I8,0%
Maine " 2 1 780 3 48,374

‘Marylad . . 16 137 08 28 s Al LB 65 TeuE
o Mssachusetts T 253G 2. M3 5 %42 B 961,08
 Michigan b1 LS00 6 B0 1 865,

Hinmesota LT e b 2% 13 858 % 005 -
Mississippi S5 BN0  b 10008 1 I D00 e .

N S | ,

“




W 1978-1979 STATE ADMINISTERED PROGRAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECES

L

L Sec, 131 ___Sec.__rsz-_  Sec. 133 S
-~ (Regéareh) ~ (Exemplary) ~ {Curriculum) TOTALS .
o ~No. of Moo of Mo of No. of -
STATE _P.rogects ot — Projects Amount Projects  Amount  Projects  Amount
Missourt - 18 10@,_7__9_7 2 830 - B | 155,301
Montana 5 25,069 11489 6 B 16 195,701
Nebraska - - - - 54,621 § 54621
Nevada . - - 8 12,9% - § 112,998
New Hampshire l 2,82 - - L 17,300 2 20,126
New Jersey L g2 20, 408,143 16 L0020 &7 827,367 -
! New Meico 6 0% 5 a9 3 BS Nl 5i8660
New York 33 L,09,%0 14 @584 42 L5674 9L 3,069,511
- North Carolina 3o 192,504 2 6;022 - - 7 198,526
North Dakota STl 669% 10 46,000 - 29 141,573
o ,r__; ‘_ o ’ L l_ .j
Ohio - -9 02,39 - - 79 2,52,3%
Oklations o B o3 w1 L0 8 75,08
Oregon - T 5L,7e8 2 3469 8 6L, 3 421,57
. Penmzglvania CIRNE U I ) R S XY b 77 R 653,33 123, 2,007,9%
Rhode Isiand 3, 1444 i 80,0 2 1,370 9 2,96
South Caroitna S g - - - -3 6%
South Dakota ! 25,000 2 218,000 1 10,00 4 253,000
Tennessee 300 8568 200 4se; 707 6 178,058 29 17,333
Texas 390 1,461,350 35 LOBLOM 2l 2,404,620 95 4,946,973 -
Ueak 2 %000 2 28,80 - - 4 62,8
Vermont 4 _39 1 b ;1% ° 2 7600, 12 104;068
Vitginia 13 c40A076 < 3o §,99 B 950,38 Sk 1,389,419
Washington L 7535 15 L USI% 5 3L 3 20,59
Hest Virginia 12 186,80 0 240,963 0 . 16086 52 588,619
Wisconsin 13 15,838 6 " 154,251 40 538,06 %9 847--099
Wyoming l 0,000 25 157,200 - - 167 210,
~ Pugtto Rico - - - - l 9,58 1 %,58
TOTALS: - 516, 13,161,526 577 13,593,187 467 12,450,725 < 150 39,205,436
ERIC—- T
PH o U



